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Abstract: This study investigates the effectiveness of using smart boards in teaching English vocabulary and explores their role in 

enhancing the academic achievement of secondary school students during the year 2024. The research adopts a descriptive–analytical 

approach to evaluate teachers’ perceptions and classroom practices related to smart board integration. Data were collected through a 

vocabulary achievement test administered to secondary school (25) students, and the results were analyzed using the Statistical Package 

for the Social Sciences (SPSS), enabling both descriptive and inferential analysis. The findings reveal that Sudanese secondary school 

teachers of English as important of which are Smart boards are used in secondary school classes, EFL secondary school teachers have 

positive attitudes towards using Smart Board in teaching English vocabulary, using smart boards in EFL secondary school classes has 

many advantages. Moreover, the results demonstrate that smart board use increases student engagement, promotes interactive learning, 

and supports greater retention of new vocabulary. The study further highlights the pedagogical advantages of smart boards, including 

multimodal input, real-time feedback, and the capacity to address diverse learning styles. Based on these findings, the research 

recommends sustained professional development programs to train secondary school teachers in the effective use of smart boards, 

alongside broader initiatives to integrate modern educational technologies into EFL classrooms. Such measures can maximize the 

pedagogical benefits of digital tools while enriching students’ language learning experiences. 
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1. Introduction 
 

Nowadays scholars make a shift towards teaching through 

technology, where, trying to follow our times, we strive to 

prepare our students to embrace the new world that lies ahead 

them. As Information and Communication Technologies 

(ICTs) have altered the way we teach and learn, taking 

education to another level, where a previous teacher centered 

approach has today become a student centered one. It is a 

breakthrough by all means which has revolutionized the 

learning process allowing knowledge to be effortlessly 

distributed and be able to take place any-where. 

 

Davies and Hewer, (2012) claim that, Computer Assisted 

Language Learning is today regarded as a critical element that 

has shifted educational goals from knowledge acquisition to 

aspects and ways that produce the development of attitudes 

and intellectual capabilities as well as of further assimilation 

of knowledge. It is however the responsibility of teachers to 

ensure that they are first and foremost familiar with the ICT 

use that is about to take place in their classroom for such 

assimilation of knowledge to take place on secure grounds. 

Consequently, the learners’ computer skills are to be evaluated 

along with their web navigation skills and language level. 

Students who learn English as a foreign language need further 

language support. They need to practice in hearing language, 

reading language, speaking language, and writing language in 

order to develop their experience and skills. For doing such 

tasks, they are in need of using various tools which can help 

them learn the language easily and effectively. 

 

 Technological tools for language teaching includes the 

personal computer which plays a central role in learning 

(Davies & Hewer, 2012). There are, however, other 

technological tools that can be utilized in language learning 

besides computers. Each technological tool has its specific 

benefits and application with one of the four language parts 

(speaking, listening, reading, and writing). However, in order 

to use these techniques successfully, the EFL student should 

be familiar with using computers and internet, and capable of 

interacting with these techniques. 

 

The use of technology brings lot of advantages into the 

classroom. Students may have a chance to see the real world 

in the classrooms and they can be motivated easily. Ellis 

(1994) points out that creating challenging tasks and activities 

motivate the language learners.  This research aims to 

highlight the role of using ICTs in teaching English as a 

foreign language. It discusses different approaches and 

techniques which can assist English language students to 

improve their learning skills by using technology. 

 

Classroom teachers should understand how technology has 

changed the way students learn in the classroom,  Many  

children today  are exposed to computer technology  at an  

early age at home, Most parents have computer at home and 

they teach their children how to use the technology for their 

benefit, many young children are already playing computer 

games over the internet or other technology devices even 

before they enter the classroom on the  first day  of school. 

Hence the study to effectiveness of the smart board in learning 

English language and its role in the academic achievement of 

secondary school students 

 

2. Materials and Methods 
 

This section includes a detailed description of the research 

methodology that was utilized in the study. and organized into 
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several that provide a framework within which to describe the 

study procedures, the researcher used the descriptive 

analytical method and (SPSS) for the analysis. This kind of 

research is defined by Kothari (2004:3.4) as " descriptive 

research includes survey and fact- finding enquiries of 

different kinds. The major purpose of descriptive research is 

description of affairs as it exists at present". In addition, he 

states that "the researcher has no control over the variable, he 

can only report what has happened or what is happening", the 

researcher thinks this method is appropriate for this study. 

 

Tools of data collection   

Primary data  

▪ An achievement test (per-post delayed) 

▪ An attitude scale per-post to determine the student's 

attitude towards English language vocabulary.  

 

Secondary data:  this data was collected from books, articles, 

previous studies and internet sources. 

 

The first author conducted and documented systematic. 

 

3. Results 
 

In this topic the researcher deals with a precise description of 

the method and procedures that I follow in carrying out this 

study, and this includes a description of the study community, 

the method of preparing the tool represented in the 

questionnaire, the procedures that were taken to ensure its 

effectiveness and impact, the method followed to apply it, and 

the statistical treatments by which the data were analyzed. 

Moreover, extract the results.  

 

Table 1: Compare mean and Std-deviation 

Pretest  

Statistics 

Pre test Mean Std. Deviation 

Q (1): Grammar 4 1.854 

Q (2): Suffixes 3.43 2.319 

Q (3): Prefixes 2.95 2.087 

Q (4): Composition 1.6 1.236 

Mark 2.55 1.694 

Test Statistics 

Q (1): Grammar 5.48 0.816 

Q (2): Suffixes 5.93 0.474 

Q (3): Prefixes 5.8 0.648 

Q (4): Composition 4.23 2.236 

Mark 4.68 0.971 

 

In the pretest the grammar mean equal 4out in the second the 

grammar mean equal 5.48 that mean the result is be best in the 

second time the suffixes mean is 3.43 in the first test and if we 

try the test again the mean be best that out and equal 5.93 the 

prefixes in first one is equal 2.95 but in the try test  again us 

equal 5.8 also the composition in first test equal 1.6 and the 

try  again test is 4.23 also the mark be best for one and two 

from 2.55 for 4.64 that mean there is effecter re-examination 

in the result meaning that repeating has significant difference    

 

In the pretest these with less than so were with a percentage of 

42.5% of the total number the examiners and 50-60% were 6 

with a percentage of 15% also the examiners who acquired 

(70<60) were 5 which 12.5% percentages. 4 of examiners are 

equal (80<70) with 10% 6 of examiners are equal 15% and the 

last one in the pretest 2 of the examiners equal (90>) with 5% 

and if we compare with the test we find different results of 

exam. 

 

In table2.we find that no one equal less than 60% for the mark 

and 4 of the examiners equal (70<60) with 16.0% percentage 

15 examiners  

equal (80<70) with 24.0% 6 examiners 

equal (90<80) with 40.0% 10 examiners 

equal (<90) with 20.0% ,5 examiners 

 

There are significant differences in re-exams that appear in the 

overall grads that improved in a clear way. 

 

In pretest 32.5% of Examiners equal 90≥ and 15% equal (less 

than 50) 12.5% equal 50<60 20% equal (70-80) but in test no 

one equal less than (60) 65% equal 90≥ 20% equal (80-90) 

degree 12.5 equal (70-80) and 2.5 equal (60-70) degree.  

 

That means the examiners do better in test if it repeat it there 

is a significant between two test in the grammar. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

Table 2: Test Mark 
Pre- Test Mark test Mark 

   Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 
Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Less than 50% 8 32.00% 32.00% 32.00%         

50% to less than 60% 3 12.00% 12.00% 44.00%         

60% to less than 70% 2 8.00% 8.00% 52.00% 4 16.00% 16.00% 16.00% 

70% to less than 80% 4 16.00% 16.00% 68.00% 6 24.00% 24.00% 40.00% 

80% to less 90 6 24.00% 24.00% 92.00% 10 40.00% 40.00% 80.00% 

90% or more 2 8.00% 8.00% 100.00% 5 20.00% 20.00% 100.00% 

Total 25 100.00% 100.00%   25 100.00% 100.00%   
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Figure 1: Grammar 

 

 
Figure 2: Suffixes 

 

 
Figure 3: Prefixes 

 

The result in pretest of question of suffixes 45%of examines 

is equal less than 50 degree and 22.5% of examines is equal 

(80-90) degree and 30% of examines is equal great than 90, 

2.5% of examines is equal (50-60). 

 

In test no result less than 70 degree in exam 97.5% of 

examiners equal >90 there is a significant between the test in 

a result. 

The pretest result is 77.5% of examiners is equal less than 50 

degree in a composition also 7.5% is equal (80-90) degree 

also 10% is equal (60-70) degree also2.5% is equal (50-60) 

degree also 2.5% is equal (70-80) degree 

 

No one equal great than 90 degree in a test 30% of examiners 

is equal less than 50degree 52.5% of examiners is equal 80-

90 degree 

10% of examiners is equal70-80 degree 

5% of examiners is equal 60-70 degree 

2.5 of examiners is equal 50-60 degree 

 

Also 2.5% examiners equal 60-70% that mean there is a 

significant between the pretest and test in the result of 

prefixes   

 

Summary test 

EFL secondary school teachers have positive attitudes 

towards using Smart Board in teaching English vocabulary 

 

Pre- Test 

Statistics 

  
Chi-

Square 
df 

Asymp.  

Sig. 

Q (1): Grammer 9.200a 5 0.101 

Q (2): Suffixes 15.000b 3 0.002 

Q (3): Prefixes 32.000a 5 0 

Q (4): Composition 83.500c 4 0 

Mark 20.900a 5 0.001 

Test 

Statistics 

Q (1): Grammer 36.600a 3 0 

Q (2): Suffixes 36.100b 1 0 

Q (3): Prefixes 90.200a 3 0 

Q (4): Composition 35.750c 4 0 

Mark 6.200a 3 0.102 
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Null hypothesis: EFL secondary school teachers have 

positive attitudes towards using Smart Board in teaching 

English vocabulary. 

 

Alternative hypothesis:  EFL secondary school teachers have 

negative attitudes towards using Smart Board in teaching 

English vocabulary. 

 

It is clear from the above table that the values of chi-square 

test, all values probability, are smaller than 0.05, so we accept 

the null hypothesis and reject the alternative hypothesis, i.e. 

EFL secondary school teachers have positive attitudes 

towards using Smart Board in teaching English vocabulary 

 

4. Conclusion 
 

This study set out to examine the effectiveness of smart 

boards in teaching English vocabulary and their contribution 

to enhancing secondary school students’ academic 

achievement in Sudan. Employing a descriptive–analytical 

approach, the research analyzed data from both vocabulary 

achievement tests and teacher perceptions, providing a 

comprehensive understanding of the pedagogical value of 

smart board integration. The results confirmed that teachers 

of English as a foreign language hold positive attitudes 

toward the use of smart boards, and that these tools 

significantly enrich the teaching and learning process. 

 

Findings indicate that smart board usage fosters student 

engagement, encourages interactive classroom participation, 

and enhances vocabulary retention. Additionally, the 

technology offers distinct pedagogical benefits, such as 

multimodal input, immediate feedback, and adaptability to 

varied learning styles, making it a valuable supplement to 

traditional instructional methods. Despite these advantages, 

the successful implementation of smart boards depends on 

adequate institutional support, teacher training, and sustained 

investment in modern educational technologies. 

 

In light of these outcomes, the study recommends that schools 

allocate resources for the acquisition of smart boards, 

prioritize professional development programs to build 

teacher competence, and adopt innovative instructional 

practices that extend beyond traditional ICT applications. 

Policy makers and administrators should also ensure the 

availability of trained personnel to support teachers in 

effectively utilizing these tools. Collectively, such measures 

can maximize the potential of smart boards, ultimately 

leading to improved learning experiences and academic 

performance in English language classrooms. 

 

References 
 

[1] Brown, H. D. (2001). Teaching by Principles: An 

Interactive Approach to Lan¬guage Pedagogy. Second 

Edition. New York: Pearson Education.  

[2] Gassell, C. (2008). Benefits of Technology in Today’s 

Classrooms. Retrieved from: 

http://edtech2.boisestate.edu/gasellc/metportfolio/assig

nments/ Synthesis%20Paper_Gasell.pdf  

[3] Groff, J., Haas, J., Klopfer, E. & Osterweil, S. (2009). 

Using the Technology of To¬day in the Classroom 

today. Retrieved from: http://education.mit.edu/papers/ 

GamesSimsSocNets_EdArcade.pdf  

[4] Gulley, K. (2003). Pros and Cons of Computer 

Technology in the Classroom. Sa¬cramento: California 

State University.  

[5] Koh, J. H. L. & Frick, T. W. (2009). Instructor and 

student classroom interac¬tions during technology 

skills instruction for facilitating preservice teachers’ 

computer self-efficacy. Journal of Educational 

Computing Research, 40 (2), 211-228.  

[6] Murcia, M. C. (2001). Teaching English as a Second or 

Foreign Language. Third Edition. Boston: Heinle & 

Heinle Publishers.  

[7] Ellis (1994). Second language teaching & learning. 

Boston: Heinle & Hein¬le Publishers.  

[8] Renandya, W. & Richards, J. (2002). Methodology in 

Language Teaching: An An¬thology of Current 

Practice. United States of America: Cambridge 

University Press.  

[9] Rao, A. (2012, March 1). 10 Educational Technology 

Quotes. Teachbytes.com. Retrieved on June 3, 2013 

from: http://teachbytes.com/2012/03/01/10-

educa¬tional-technology-quotes/  

[10] Solís, M. (2009). Graduates’ Degree of Satisfaction 

with the MA Program in Teaching English as Foreign 

Language at the University of Costa Rica. Re¬vista de 

Lenguas Modernas, 10. Retrieved from: 

http://www.latindex.ucr. ac.cr/mod001-25.php  

[11] Cakir, I. (2006). The use of video as an audio-visual 

material in foreign language  

[12] teaching classroom. Turkish Online Journal of 

Educational Technology,V(4), 67-72.  

[13] Canning-Wilson, C. (2000). Practical aspects of using 

video in the foreign language classroom. The Internet 

TESL Journal, vol. VI: 11.  

[14] Coffield, F., Moseley, D., Hall, E., & Ecclestone, K. 

(2004). Learning styles and pedagogy in post-16 

learning: A systematic and critical review. Learning and 

Skills Research Centre.  

[15] Davies and Hewer, (2012). Using PowerPoint for ESL 

teaching. The Internet TESL Journal,IX(4), April 2003. 

Retrieved October 18, 2013, from 

http://iteslj.org/Techniques/FisherPowerPoint.html  

[16] Gardner, R. C. (1985). Social psychology and second 

language learning: The role of attitudes and motivation. 

London: Edward Arnold.  

[17] Gilbert, J., & Swanier, C. (2008). Learning styles: How 

do they fluctuate? Institute for Learning Styles Journal, 

1, 29-40.  

[18] Kilickaya, F. (2004). Authentic materials and cultural 

content in EFL classrooms. The Internet TESL Journal, 

X(7), July 2004. Retrieved October 20, 2013, from 

http://iteslj.org/Techniques/Kilickaya-

AutenticMaterial.html  

[19] Kitao, K., kitao, S. K. (1997). Selecting and developing 

teaching/learning materials. The Internet TESL Journal, 

IV(4), April 1997. Retrieved October 20, 2013, from 

http://iteslj.org/Articles/Kitao-Materials.html  

[20] Landrum, T. J., & McDuffie, K. A. (2010). Learning 

styles in the age of differentiated instruction. 

Exceptionality, 18, 6-17. 6  

[21] Renandya, W. & Richards, J. (2002). Methodology in 

Language Teaching: An An¬thology of Current 

Paper ID: SR25901051423 DOI: https://dx.doi.org/10.21275/SR25901051423 369 

http://www.ijsr.net/


International Journal of Science and Research (IJSR) 
ISSN: 2319-7064 

Impact Factor 2024: 7.101 

Volume 14 Issue 9, September 2025 
Fully Refereed | Open Access | Double Blind Peer Reviewed Journal 

www.ijsr.net 

Practice. United States of America: Cambridge 

University Press. 

[22] Gulley, K. (2003). Pros and Cons of Computer 

Technology in the Classroom. Sa¬cramento: California 

State University. 

[23] Rao, A. (2012, March 1). 10 Educational Technology 

Quotes. Teachbytes.com. Retrieved on June 3, 2013 

from: http://teachbytes.com/2012/03/01/10-

educa¬tional-technology-quotes/ 

[24] Landrum, T. J., & McDuffie, K. A. (2010). Learning 

styles in the age of differentiated instruction. 

Exceptionality, 18, 6-17. 6 

Paper ID: SR25901051423 DOI: https://dx.doi.org/10.21275/SR25901051423 370 

http://www.ijsr.net/



